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Abstract 
	
This paper tries to look critically at the phenomenon of language or code choice and code usage in 
Javanese. As a language that lives in a situation of diglosia, Javanese is known as a language 
characterized by high and low speech levels. The level of high speech or high code (krama) and the 
low level of speech or low code (ngoko) are what makes Javanese language included in the category 
of diglosia in language or language that lives in a diglosia situation. If we look at the phenomenon of 
code choice and the use of code in Javanese using a theory of code, namely the theory of code 
switching or code mixing, it turns out that there is something very interesting and at the same time 
have not much explored and discussed so far in studies of language codes and code choices especially 
Javanese. 
So far the phenomenon of choice and use of code in language diglosia, namely language that 
recognizes high and low levels of speech, turns out to be generalized as a phenomenon that occurs in 
a non-diglosia bilingual or non-diglosia bilingualism. This means that the phenomenon of code 
choice and the use of code in diglosia situations must be carefully distinguished by the phenomenon 
of choice and use of code in the bilingual and bilingualism of non-diglosia. Given the status of high 
speech (high code) and low level of speech (low code), the choice of code and use of codes in the 
language or language diglosia must be carefully distinguished from the phenomenon of choice and 
use of code in the non-bilingual diglossia. 
The phenomenon of choice and the use of high code (krama) and low code (ngoko) in the Javanese 
language allows the occurrence of code switching, code mixing, as well as code crossing. If high 
code and low code are used by two speakers in a conversation, say speaker 1 (using high code) and 
speakers 2 (using low codes), then the fenemona that occurs is not only the phenomenon of code 
switching or code mixing, but the phenomenon of code crossing. 
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Introduction 
 
The researcher wants to begin this discussion with an example of a Javanese conversation 
piece carried out by an employer with a housemaid who works and is employed in the 
family. The employer's utterance in (1) is in upright lowercase as an illustration of the 
Javanese low (Low) code. The helper's speech on (3) is in italics with the intention that the 
code used is the high code (H) or the high form (Krama) of the Javanese language. 

 
Dialog 1 
(1) Boss  :  Saiki kowe nggoreng iwak laut wae yo! 
(2)   : /Now, you have to fry sea fish, will you?/ 
(3) Maid servant     :  INGGIH, BU. (NANGING) KULO BADHE TUMBAS 

                              SAREM RUMIYIN. 
(4)                              /Yes, Madam. But I will buy some salt first/ 

  
 
         Conversation 1 above is a dialogue between an employer (boss) and his housemaid. 
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The employer always conveys his commands (to his housekeeper) using the low level of 
Javanese (L) language, ngoko, but on the contrary his housemaid, always conveys his 
utterances, responses, and wishes in a high level of Javanese (H), krama, when talking to the 
employer as shown in (3). From the illustration above it can be seen clearly another 
phenomenon in the use of two different codes, namely low code (L code) and high code (H 
code) by two speakers in one language namely Javanese. If we look at the example 
phenomenon Conversation 1 above using the code concept, it turns out we cannot identify 
whether the phenomenon of choosing such a code as code switching or code mixing.  
 In Conversation 1 above, the speakers always use each other different levels of 
speech (the employer uses a low level of speech (L), ngoko, while the housemaid always 
uses a high level of speech (H), manners, from the beginning to the end of the conversation. 
(boss) always and continuously uses a low level of speech (ngoko), while on the side of the 
housekeeper will use a high level of speech (krama) to express his feelings and intentions to 
his employer, if the conversation event is repeated anytime, anywhere, with the topic 
whatever, as long as the speaker is the employer and the assistant, the phenomenon of the 
choice of code will be the same (stable): the employer uses a low code (L) and the assistant 
chooses a high code (H). It seems that the phenomenon of choice and use of code as 
illustrated in Perception 1 above is not accommodated in the concept of code-swicthing and 
/ or code-mixing that we have known. The first speaker (employer) and second speaker 
(housemaid) in the example of Conversation 1 above, are not doing code switching and not 
interfering with the code. Conversation 1 above, are not doing code switching and also not 
interfering. The two speakers as seen in utterances (1) and in utterances (3), always choose 
fundamentally different codes - codes categorized as different speech levels in Javanese, 
namely high code (H) and low code (H). 
Let's take another example once more like the statement below. 
 

 
    (5) DALEM BADHE nedha SAMENIKO       (I will eat now). 
 
 
          Intentionally the researcher presents the words in the sentence in italics with the 
intention to show that the words in italics are high (krama) in Javanese, while small italics 
(nedha) are intermediate speech forms (madya) . The words 'DALEM' 'me', BADHE 'will', 
and SAMENIKA 'now' are forms of high speech level, but the word nedha is a form of 
middle level (madya). Overall the sentence is a high form (krama). 
           The above example in (5) shows us the phenomenon of code mixing, namely high 
code (krama) and middle code (madya) used in one utterance. The code mix is often termed 
intrasentential code-mixing. The speaker (I) in the utterance (5) above uses the high code 
(krama) and the middle code (middle) in the utterance. It should be underlined here that the 
code mixing that occurs is in one language, namely in intra Javanese. 
Publication and presentation of conferences on code switching (and / or mixed code) since 
the late 1970s, and a review of code switching in the mid-1990s could offer the 
characteristics of code switching itself, as well as a comparison with other language contact 
phenomena involving two language or more (Coulmas, 1997: 217). Although switching 
between dialects, and even more so, between styles or registers is also common (Bell, 1984; 
Coupland, 1984; Scotton, 1988c in Coulmas, 1997: 218), but, as admitted, when talking 
about code switching, Coulmas must state that it only considers code switching between 
languages. 
         Most examples of code switching or code mixing, both studies in Indonesia and 
outside Indonesia, refer to two languages, say, languages A and language B. Thus research 
on code switching talks about the bilingual phenomenon. Take, for example, Holmes (2001: 
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34-35), illustrating how code switching occurs in the bilingual Maori and English, English 
and Cantonese Chinese, Spanish and English, German and English. If we talk about code 
switching / code mixing, it is as if we will only be dealing with a bilingual. Research on 
code switching / code mixing in Indonesia as already mentioned above mostly involves the 
bilingual as Javanese sub-language (data source). In addition to Indonesian as a national 
language and means of communication between various tribes in all regions of Indonesia, it 
is also recognized the existence of regional languages as well as their speakers.  
         Regional languages as the first language, such as Balinese as the mother tongue of 
some Balinese and also Javanese as the first language of Javanese people. Thus, if we talk 
about the bilingualism in Indonesia, it must generally refer to people who can use the first 
language of the regional language (Javanese or Balinese or other) and the second language 
in Indonesian, although it can also be added in other languages, in addition to regional 
languages and languages Indonesia. 
            Studies of the previous Javanese language have not swooped on the fundamental 
problems of code in Javanese. Even the study of code switching / code mixing has been 
more like examining theories about code switching and code mixing that have been 
researched for  years.  
            Multicultural behavior in a society where the pluralism as the norm, and regular 
communication in two or more codes, has received serious attention in recent years. But the 
sociolinguistic study related to coding in Indonesia has not received serious thought, either 
by Indonesian linguists or outside Indonesia as mentioned by Poedjosoedarmo (see Rahardi, 
2001). It is clear that the types of linguistic behavior involved (eg shifting or switching, 
among the different codes available) are not specific or limited to multiculturalism, that is, 
multibundant behavior is not quantitatively different from the eclectic behavior (in making 
shifts in the field of style (style) or speech level in one language) (Sankoff, 1974: 33). From 
this Sankoff statement, we can simplify that for bilingual or multiculturalists, the habit of 
making code changes in daily communication is common. Ordinary or multiculturalists 
usually shift code (code switching or code mixing) from code (language) one to another 
(language) code, but this behavior is not just a bilingual or multicultural monopoly.   
             The behavior of doing code shifting, which is doing code switching (style / style 
transfer) or speech level switching in one (intra-language) also occurs in the eucharist. In the 
Sankoff assessment, multibundant behavior, does not differ quantitatively from the behavior 
of the eucharist, in terms of shifting the code they use in communication. Although Sankoff 
does a lot of research on multi-language experts, and of course, Sankoff deals with data 
taken from multiculturalists, but he says that there is no quantitative difference in making 
code shifts between multiculturalists and eucharists. The difference, in the opinion of the 
researcher, is that the multicultural conduct of language code shifts (from one language to 
another language that is mastered) while the ecology of the language does shift code (from 
one style or speech level one to the other speech style or level Although it is clear that there 
is no difference between the code shifting behavior used by dual / multiculturalists and 
ekabahasawan, it is once again that the research that has been carried out so far, both outside 
and in Indonesia, is more researching the behavior of bi / multiculturalism. 
    

 
2 Theoretical Framework 

 
             The researcher got the term code-crossing in a Code-switching and Code-crossing 
article (Sumarsono, 2002 in Ied Veda Sitepu (ed.), 2002). As stated, and as far as the 
researchers know, the term "code-crossing" has never been discussed and used, and has not 
been widely known in sociolinguistics (compared to Rampton 1997). 
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          Therefore, when we talk about code switching or code mixing, what is meant by code 
can mean language or multiple languages or variations in a language, sociolec, or dialect. A 
language speaker (monolingual) can have two variations from one language, and bilingual 
can have two languages actively and productively. Briefly they (monolingual and bilingual) 
have two codes. Therefore, they, monolingual and bilingual, can make code choices, namely 
the choice of language or variations of a particular language based on the situation. They 
can choose a language or variation of language for a particular purpose, at a certain place, to 
a particular opponent; and use language or language variations for specific purposes, in 
other places to others. The choice of code by an individual can depend on ethnic 
background, gender, age, social status and so on.  
              Richards et al. (1985) as quoted by Sumarsono (1997) also states that code 
switching can occur in a dialogue when a speaker uses language and the partner responds in 
other languages. It's just not explained further whether code switching occurs from the 
beginning of a conversation or only occurs in the middle of a dialogue. This is not explained 
also, and is not exemplified, whether speech and response occur continuously or occur only 
once or twice during the dialogue. If it only happens in the middle of a dialogue or occurs 
only once or twice it can be accepted as a code switching phenomenon (Sumarsono, 1997: 
185). 
            It will be different if a speech participant, A, from the beginning of the conversation 
uses one language or variations of a language (K-1) and speakers, B, from the beginning of 
the conversation to the end of the dialogue using language or language variations (K-2). On 
another occasion, we could not find any code changes used by each participant; therefore 
this is called code-crossing (Sumarsono, 2002. 185). Code-crossing can occur because of the 
rules of communication in the community. For example, in Javanese society, a housemaid 
when talking to her employer must use a high code (krama), but her boss will use a low 
code (ngoko).  
           The researcher (I) also got the terms 'language crossing' or 'code-crossing' in an 
article written by Ben Rampton (1997) Language Crossing and the Redefinition of Reality: 
Implications for Research on Code-switching communities. The following is the preliminary 
definition of language crossing or code-crossing proposed by Rampton1.  

 
The term ‘language crossing’ (or ‘code-crossing’) refers to the use of a language 
which isn’t generally thought to ‘belong’ to the speaker. Language crossing 
involves a sense of movement across quite sharply felt social or ethnic boundaries, 
and it raises issue of legitimacy that participants need to reckon with in the course 
of their encounter. In line with this, in the adolescent friendship groups where I 
studied it, crossing either occasioned, or was occasioned by, moments and activities 
in which the constraints of ordinary social order were relaxed and normal social 
relations couldn’t be taken for granted. 

 
            The essence of the definition of 'language / code-crossing' above is the use of 
language that is not the language of the speaker. Sumarsono (2002) also mentioned that if 
someone uses a language that is not a language and the opponent says it answers in another 
language, then it is a cross-event of code. A Javanese speaker when trying to greet Balinese 
friends who are Balinese speakers, and Balinese speakers do not answer in Balinese but in 
Indonesian. Then this event is also identified as a cross code. It's just that for researchers 
that example, if we try to elaborate further, it seems that we don't get a more elaborative 
argument. The originators of this type of code-crossing, which uses the language of others, 
also have not provided a clear definition. 
                                                        
1  http://www.kcl.ac.uk/schools/sspp/education/research/groups/llg/wpull4l.html (diakses Januari 
2017). 
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 Definisi silang kode Rampton (1997) dan juga Sumarsono (2002) justru kemudian 
memperlebar dan agak mengaburkan pengertian silang kode (code-crossing).  Bagi peneliti 
(saya), istilah silang kode lebih mengacu pada fenomena penggunaan kode rendah dan kode 
tinggi dalam diglosia (bahasa) oleh dua penutur yang tidak setara. Fenomena pada diglosia 
bahasa Jawa (dan Bali), menurut hemat peneliti adalah contoh yang paling kental tentang 
fenomena silang kode sebagaimana dijelaskan dengan contoh dalam pembahasan dan 
analisis.  
            Before researchers put forward the concept of code-crossing, researchers wanted to 
quote the opinion expressed by Gal (1988: 247 in Wardhaugh, 2004: 100) when he proposed 
the definition of code switching. Gal states as follows: code-switching is a conversational 
strategy used to establish, cross or destroy group boundaries; to create, evoke or change 
interpersonal relations with their rights and obligation. If the researcher copies in 
Indonesian, the results are as follows: "Code switching is a conversation strategy that is used 
to develop, cross or pound group boundaries, to create, create or change interpersonal 
relationships according to the rights and obligations of the participants". 

Let the researcher borrow and slightly modify the definition of code switching 
proposed by Gal (1988, see Wardhaugh, 2004) above and adapt it to defining the concept of 
code-crossing. The concept of code switching that we know so far, which is usually used to 
describe the phenomenon of linguistic behavior and bilingualism, seems too 'narrow' if it is 
used to describe the phenomenon of choice of code in society / language diglosia. If we look 
at the example of code choices in Javanese and in Balinese, then the bottom line is first: the 
code-crossing phenomenon occurs in a conversation, not in a monologue; second: there is 
an inequality in each participant, prominent inequality is social (and cultural) inequality. 
The social inequality becomes a social boundary, a kind of 'separating wall or fence' that 
must be crossed or broken down so that each participant can 'interrelate'. Third: each 
participant has a kind of rights and obligations, where the rights and obligations must be 
fulfilled by each so that interpersonal or communication relations can run as well as 
possible. Thus what is meant by code-crossing is a conversation strategy that is used to 
develop, cross or overrun social boundaries, to create, create or change interpersonal 
relationships according to the rights and obligations of the participants. 

 
3 Research Method 

This study tries to observe the communication behavior of a Javanese family living 
in the city of Purworejo, Central Java, which is approximately 60 km away. west of 
Yogyakarta. Yogyakarta is the center of the standard Javanese dialect, the most prestigious 
dialect that has been used as a reference for other Javanese dialects. This family based on 
preliminary observations always uses the standard Javanese dialect of the Yogya-Solo 
dialect. The determination of the Javanese dialect of the Yogya-Solo dialect is based on the 
consideration that the use of Javanese from the lower level of speech (ngoko) and high 
(krama) is very thick compared to other dialects (although other dialects in Javanese are also 
very interesting from a sociolinguistic perspective. 

The form of data collected is as follows. (1) Natural dialogue, in the form of words 
or utterances made by sub-languages using research on several occasions in a natural 
setting; (2) Interviews, namely interviews not structures carried out in order to complete the 
data, with research sub-languages and other sources to support point number (1); (3) Field 
notes during observation are carried out to support (1) and (2) above. In addition to 
observational data, researchers also used introspective data as the main data and secondary 
data taken from the results of research on the choice of code from previous researchers. 

 
3.1  Method of Data Collection   
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3.3.1 Participant Observation Methods: For data collection used observation methods and 
introspective methods (introspection) (Huebner (ed.) 1996: 7), Fasold (1990: 47-68), 
Mahsun (2005: 102), and Ibrahim (1994). To assist in the observation method researchers 
also use record and field notes techniques. The researcher himself as the main instrument 
(human instrument or key instrument) (Bogdan and Biklen, 2004: 4), who will observe the 
behavior of using Javanese in this family. 
  
3.3.2 Introspective Methods: In addition to using the observation method, researchers will 
also utilize the introspection method in providing data. The introspective method (Mahsun 
2005: 102) or introspection (Huebner (ed.), 1996: 7) is a method of providing data by 
utilizing the language intuition of researchers who examine the language they speak or their 
mother tongue to provide the data needed for analysis in accordance with the research 
objectives. Even the introspective method is not only the use of mother tongue (first 
language / L1) which is mastered by researchers or observers, but second language (L2) or 
foreign language that is mastered can be used as a basis for conducting research using 
language with introspective and observation methods. Ferguson used the introspection 
method when he examined the use of Syrian Arabic even though Arabic was not Ferguson's 
first language (L1) (see Huebner (ed), 1996: 7). The results of data collected through 
observation and introspective methods are called informant data and perspective data. While 
the informant data is data obtained from the speakers observed. By combining their own 
observations and knowledge, ethnographers (researchers) can reach depths and gently 
examine the relevance of meaning in ways that are difficult for outsiders. 
 
3.2  Analysis    
3.3.1 Data Transcription: Observation results accompanied by recording techniques and 
note-taking techniques must be immediately processed to facilitate the researcher in 
stepping on the next stage and perfecting the data collected. The data analysis method 
carried out is as follows. First, transcribe the recorded data in the form of conversations 
from oral utterances so that they become written forms. This transcription is syntactic 
transcription or orthographic transcription (not phonetic transcription) (Sudaryanto 1998b, 
van Dijk 1997, compare Wray et al 2005 and Edwards and Lampert 1993). 
 
3.3.2 Data Coding and Categorization: The second step follows the step of transcription, 
which is to code and categorize data. When analyzing transcription or field notes the 
researcher codes for the same phenomenon. Encoding is intended to help in several ways, 
including (1) facilitating the identification of phenomena, (2) facilitating the calculation of 
frequency phenomena, (3) helping compiling categorizations and subcategories. 
Determination of this code is an individual technical problem from the researchers 
themselves which may not be easily understood by others. Third is calculating data, and the 
last step is data analysis. Descriptive analysis was conducted to interpret research findings. 
Because Javanese is a more elaborative and very complex language, we therefore want to 
see more about the phenomenon of the choice of using code in Javanese. Using the T / V 
concept (Brown and Gilman, 1960 in Wardhaugh, 2004: 259-265; Fishman, 1975: 347; 
Fasold, 1990: 1-7) researchers will also analyze how Javanese speakers use greeting words 
among speakers others. 
 
3.3.2 SPEAKING Analysis and Critical Study of Language: Analysis at each stage to 
display the category as raw material for stabilizing the next stage. Analysis as early as 
possible is intended to obtain what Glaser called (1978, see Alwasilah 2003: 158) 
theoretical sensitivity, namely the theoretical sensitivity to the data collected. 
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Data analysis uses the formulation 'who speaks what language to whom, when and where'. 
The language (analysis) approach that will be applied here is critical language study 
(Fairclough, 1998: 5). Critical is used with a special sense that is intended to show a 
relationship that might be hidden in a person - such as the connection (connection) between 
language, power and ideology which refers to something hidden in someone above. Critical 
analysis of language analyzes social interactions by focusing on the linguistic elements of 
the speech participants, and those setting up to show (reveal) the determinants that are 
generally hidden in the social relations system, as well as the hidden effects that may have 
in the system (Fairclough, 1998: 5). Analysis of politeness systems based on the politeness 
concept of Scollon and Scollon (1995). 
 
 
4    Results and Aanlysis 
Below, the researcher will discuss and analyze how the code forms in Javanese are used by 
the speakers in daily life. Because the Javanese language recognizes three levels of speech, 
namely the low level of speech (ngoko) and the high level of speech, (krama) then here we 
will see how the three levels of speech are used by speakers in daily activities and 
interactions as members of the language community, namely the Javanese language 
community. 
 

 
4.1 Pola Percakapan Campur-Silang Kode (Kode Rendah vs. Kode Madya) 
 
Dialog 1  
 
Mbak : Uni, kowe melu tes CPNS pa ora? 

 (Uni, are you going to take civil servant test?) 
Uni : Ora mbak. Wong ora ana lowongan sing pas karo ijazahku.  

  Sampeyan melu pa? 
 (No, my sister. Are you take part in it?)  

 
           The conversation above is a dialogue that takes place between an older brother (first 
speaker) and younger brother (second speaker). In Conversation 1 above, the two speakers 
with the status of siblings each use a low code (L) in Javanese. It's just that Conversation 1 
above has the use of the second person 'kowe' and ‘sampeyan’. The older sister (Mbak) in 
Conversation 1 above uses the low greeting word ‘kowe’ ‘Anda’, to her younger sibling, 
while the younger sister (Uni) greets her brother with a high greeting form (krama) sampan 
‘mu ’. Although the two speakers in Conversation 1 above developed solidarity with each 
other, but the younger brother (Uni) used a greeting greeting for his brother. There is a 
consideration of seniority, that in terms of age the older brother is older, so the younger 
brother greets his brother with the word middle greeting namely 'sampeyan'. While his 
brother still uses the word kowe ‘anda 'to his younger brother. This is possible for an older 
person, more senior to greet others with a low greeting form. This is a kind of right for 
seniors, for older people to use low-term greetings to their younger siblings, to younger, 
more junior people. On the other hand, for the younger brother, who is younger, more 
junior, there is a kind of obligation for him to greet other people with a form of greeting that 
is at least one level higher and polite, namely 'sampeyan', if not the highest greeting 
'panjenengan'. 
         Distance can be seen very easily in an egalitarian relationship (-P). For example, two 
best friends will be classified as –D because of the closeness of their relationship. On the 
other hand, two government employees from different cities, for example, are very likely to 
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have the same power in their systems, but there is distance, (+D). Even in a family 
organization, power (P) is not equal to distance (D). In a family organization, the head of the 
family (father) and his children have a hierarchical relationship (+P), but it is very possible 
to have a close relationship (-D). In the example data on Conversation 1, an older sibling 
has a hierarchical relationship (+P), judging by the use of your 'kowe' low greeting for his 
younger sibling while his younger brother greets him with an intermediate form of greeting. 
But it is very clear that their relationship is very close, without distance (-D), which is 
shown through the use of low code (L) in Javanese.  
         If we look at Conversation 1 above, there is a kind of mixed code, which is a mix of 
low-level (low-code) level codes that are manifested in the form of greeting kowe "you" and 
the level of middle speech "you". In the analysis here, the researcher wants to state that in 
Conversation 1 above there is not merely a mixture of code in the level of Javanese speech 
between low code (L), kowe 'you' and intermediate code, sampeyan 'you', because the code 
is used by two speech participants 'simultaneously' and used to greet each of the 
participants. The older sister greets her sister with a low code greeting (L), kowe ‘you’, 
while her younger sister greets her brother with the word greeting for you. This is the 
phenomenon of the use of two low codes (L) and intermediate codes used by two speakers 
in a conversation. We cannot say this is the phenomenon of code switching. Even if this is a 
symptom of mixed code, which is a mixture of code between low code (kowe) and high 
code (sampeyan) carried out by two speakers. But if we compare with the opposite of the 
speech in Conversation 1 above, namely the older brother, then this phenomenon also 
becomes somewhat different. The older sister fully uses low code. 
         If we contrast the phenomenon of the use of the low greeting form (kowe) by the elder 
sister and the form of the middle greeting (sampeyan) by the sister, then this is more 
precisely we call it the code-crossing phenomenon. Low code (L) kowe used by the older 
brother crossed the code with the intermediate code sampeyan used by the younger brother. 
So in Conversation 1 above, the phenomenon of using the code above is code mixing and 
code crossing. The younger brother's strategy is to greet his brother with a high greeting 
(sampeyan), while the older brother still uses the strategy of using the low greeting form 
(kowe). The low greeting form of kowe is contrasted with the use of the middle greeting 
form in a conversation. This is a cross-code phenomenon that occurs in a conversation in 
Javanese. If we illustrate with a chart, we can bring up the sketch of the conversation in 
Javanese as follows. 

 
 

     Speaker 1         : kowe (L code) 
 

                                      ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
 
       Speaker 2      : sampeyan (H code) 
 

Figure 4.1 Code-crossing: Herachical Politeness System2. 
  
If the low (L) and high (H) codes in the above example are used 'simultaneously' in a 
conversation, then this is a code-crossing phenomenon that occurs in a conversation in 
Javanese. 
 
 
4.2 The Asymmetrical Dialog  

                                                        
2 Dari stilah  ‘Hierarchical Politeness System’ oleh Scollon dan Scollon 1995. 
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 The following is an example of a conversation by Ki Ageng Mangir Wanabaya 
(MW) with Kasiyan (Ratu Pembayun, abbreviated K) in a ketoprak performance with the 
theme Ki Mangir Wanabaya. Data was taken from Hardiyanto (2007). 
 
Conversation 2 
 
MW : Ora wong ayu, ora!  

  (No, a beautiful woman, no!). 
K : KADOS PUNDI Ki Ageng?  

  (How about it, Ki Ageng?). 
MW : Iki wengi wis lingsir, kasepen, wengi wis teka  

  (The night has change, lonely, the night has come). 
K : KERSANIPUN MENAPA BADHE NGAMBALI LELANA DHATENG BUMI    

MAYA  INGKANG WINANGUN ANGEN-ANGEN ENDAH?  
(Are you going to go around the world, which is beautifully built?)   
 

 Conversation 2 above is also an example of a conversation developed by two 
speakers, each of whom developed inequality. The first speaker (MW) uses a low code (L) 
while the opposite (K) uses high code (H) in Javanese. The conversation phenomenon above 
illustrates how two different codes, one low code (L) and the other code high code (H) is 
used 'simultaneously'. These two different codes appear 'simultaneously' in a conversation 
conducted by two speakers who feel unequal. 
          The phenomenon of using code in Conversation 2 above is an example of using code 
that has never been clearly identified. The above phenomenon is a code-crossing 
phenomenon in the Javanese diglosia. On Conversation 2, MW uses a low code (L), while K 
uses a high code (H) when greeting MW, the opponent he says is considered higher and 
himself in a lower position. In the Hierarchical courtesy system (+P, +/-D), the speech 
participants know and respect social differences that place a person in the top position 
(superordinate) and the other in the subordinate position. This is the face system where MW 
speaks "down" to K and K speaks "up" to MW. The main characteristic of this system is the 
known difference in status, for which the + P sign is used. This could be significant or there 
is no distance between the participants. For this purpose we have considered this system to 
be close or distance + P or -P. 
           In such a face system, the existing relationship is an asymmetrical relationship. 
People who are superordinate or in a high position use the strategy of engaging in speaking 
"downward". People who are in a subordinate position use an independent strategy in 
speaking "upward". Calling someone with a title / last name (Mr Toni, for example) is an 
independent strategy. Calling someone just by their name without title (Toni, for example) 
is an engagement strategy. Hierarchical face-characteristics (Scollon and Scollon, 1995) can 
be explained as follows (Figure 4.2). a) asymmetry (+ P), that is, the participant sees 
themselves in unequal social positions; b) asymmetry in the advance strategy, that is, those 
who are "higher" use the involvement strategy and the "lower" ones use independent face 
strategies. Such advance systems can be sketched as shown in Figure 4.2 below. 
 

     Speaker 1 
              (involment strategy) 
                                                 :::::::::::::::::::::::::                                                                
                                                             Speaker 2 
     (independent strategy) 
 

Figure 4.2 Code-crossing:  Hierarchical Politeness 
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          We mainly understand the main principles of the three facial systems. Two of them 
are symmetrical: a system of respect and a system of solidarity. One of the three is 
asymmetrical, namely a hierarchical courtesy system. First, all the participants used an 
independent advance strategy with a greater proportion of balance. Second, all speech 
participants use a face-to-face engagement strategy whose proportion is more balanced. In 
a hierarchical politeness system, however, because it is asymmetrical, the speech 
participant uses a different advance strategy; the engagement strategy is used "downward" 
and the independent strategy used is "upward". 

         The most appropriate way to talk to our sister, for example, will depend on someone's 
role in the context. Being polite involves the use of language that recognizes the status of 
relationships very clearly (Holmes, 2001: 273). In Javanese, the appropriate style of choice 
reflects the assessment of speakers about the relationship status of two participants. The 
higher the relationship status the more complex the level of speech in the Javanese language 
must be chosen. Javanese speakers also add another dimension of politeness at a high level 
of speech and a low level of speech using a low form or high respect. Politeness in Javanese 
is truly a complex language problem. Factors that determine the choice of the appropriate 
speech level, including those relevant to the choice of the appropriate greeting form. Age, 
family relationship, and social status determined by work and education are very relevant. 
Even the formality of context is also relevant. A Javanese speaker will use a different level 
of speech to the same person when they meet on the road compared to when they meet at a 
village meeting for example. Social status, social distance or solidarity, and the level of 
formality of interaction are relevant dimensions in determining how to speak politely 
(Holmes, 2001: 274). 
            Next, the conversations of domestic servants describe a hierarchical relationship so 
that each participant uses a different code selection strategy, namely low code (L), ngoko, 
and high code (H), the manners used by the two participants 'simultaneous'. The choice of 
different codes carried out by two speakers in Conversation 3 below further reinforces the 
code-crossing phenomenon in Javanese. Data taken from Nugrahani (2004). 

 
Dialog 3 
 
S : NUWUN SEWU NDARA.....  

  (Excuse me Madam ....) (get close to her boss, by aquatting down)  
Ibu R : Eneng apa mbok, wis rampung pa?  

  (What happen, mbok, have you finished it?). 
S : MBOTEN KOK NDARA PUTRI, ANU, NIKI, WONTEN SERAT KAGEM   
   NDARA.  

  (No, madam, anu, there is a letter for you)  
Bp E : Saka ngendi mbok?  

  (From who?). 
S : ANU NDARA KAKUNG, SATPAM, NIKE....  

  (Anu Madam, security, that’s....). 
Ibu R : Ya gawa rene mbok, gek tulung gawea unjukan kanggo bu Imron.  

  (Ok, bring it here, would you please help me, make some drink for Mrs Imron). 
S : INGGIH, KULA NDARA....  

  (Surely, Madam...). 
A : Mbok, unjukane sekalian kanggo kene. Es wae ya.  

  (Madam, please bring the drink here. Ice only). 
S : INGGIH, INGGIH SENDIKA   (Surely, I am ready). 
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        The language code used by S, the servant in the family, is high code (H) or krama in 
Javanese, while the code used by the mother R, employer, is low code (L) or ngoko in 
Javanese. Likewise Mr. E, male employer, and A, daughter of R's mother and Mr. E, also 
use a low code (L) in Javanese.  
        The status of the relationship between the helper (S) and the employer (R, E, A) makes 
S have to position themselves as subordinates. Thus he uses high code (L) in Javanese when 
talking to and with his employer. Conversation 3 above also emphasizes the phenomenon of 
using code in a conversation, where each participant has an unequal relationship so the 
phenomenon of code choice in the Javanese language above is a code-crossing 
phenomenon. Again, crossing the code in the example Conversation 3 above, is the use of 
low code (L) and high code (H) in a conversation carried out by two asymmetrical speech 
participants. This unequal relationship directs the participants to use their respective rights 
and obligations. The right of the employer (boss) to the servant is to speak using a low code 
(L). Whereas the obligation of a housemaid (S) is to speak to her employer with a high code 
(T) in Javanese. So the sketch of the hierarchical courtesy system as mentioned above is 
increasingly clearly illustrated. 
 

Speaker 1 : L Code  
 

      ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
 

Speaker 2 : H Code  
Figure  4.3 Code-crossing: Hierachical Politeness System. 

 
 
 
 

5 Conclusion 
5.1 Conclusion 

Researchers strongly agree with the opinion that states that diglosia should be 
distinguished carefully by bilingualism (Fishman, 1967, see Ibrahim 1993). Therefore 
researchers want to simplify the relationship and bilingual differences (which are sources of 
code switching) and diglosia as outlined in the following Table 2.1 (compare Wardhaugh, 
2004, Romaine, 1995, and Gumperz, 1969, see Suhardi, 1996: 97). 

 
Table 5.1 
Bilingual difference-diglosia and (monolingual / bilingual) Diglosia 

Bilingual 
(Bilingualism (-) Diglosia) 

Diglosia 
(Monolingual (Bilingualism (+) Diglosia) 

1. Get to know and master two languages 
(eg language A and language B).  
2. The phenomenon that accompanies the 
bilingual is code switching.  
3. In code switching the situation does not 
control the choice of code.  
4. In code switching the choice of code is 
not strictly defined.  
5. In code switching without involvement 
with and by             speaker relationship.  
6. In code switching in order to reduce 
differences and make the distance between 

1. One language with two (2) variations: 
high (H) and low (L) variations 
2. The accompanying phenomenon: cross 
code. 
3. In cross-section the situation code controls 
the choice of code variations. 
4. In the code code selection cross has been 
strictly defined. 
5. There is involvement with and by the 
speaker relationship. 
6. In crossing the event code strengthens the 
difference. 
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speakers and opponents speak.  
7. Code switching can show similarity, 
familiarity, and solidarity between the 
participants.  
8. In event code switching is often not 
realized (subconcious) by speakers.  
9. Unstable, temporary phenomena, no 
function differences and just let go.  

7. Crossing the code actually shows 
differences, inaccuracies, and there is a lack 
of solidarity among the participants. 
8. In cross-code it is well known that 
speakers have switched from one code (H, 
for example) to another code (L) or vice 
versa (merely concious). 
9. A stable phenomenon, not temporary, 
each code functions and is tightly maintained  

 
          The thing that needs to be emphasized is that the type of code switching that often 
occurs in the non-diglocian bilingualism is fundamentally different from the phenomenon of 
code choice in language diglosia. In the community the situation is also controlled by 
controlling the choice of variation, but the choice is more strictly defined by special 
activities that are involved and by the relationship between the participants. The choice of 
code in language diglosia actually reinforces differences, while codes tend to reduce 
(reduce) differences. In the diglosia people are also very aware that they have switched from 
code L to code L or from code L to code H. Transfer code, on the one hand, is often very 
unconscious (subconcious): people may not realize that they have switched from or are able 
report, follow conversations, which code they use for one specific topic. 
 
5.2 Suggestions 
           It is necessary to emphasize the dividing line between bilingual and diglosia so that 
the phenomenon of the choice of bilingualism can be distinguished from the phenomenon of 
choice of code in language diglosia. 
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